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This report is* based on an analysis oi parent re8po_nses to questions 

% 

related to factuaT information about the- Virginia BeaclT 45-15 pilot program* 
^These questions were a part of a *more comprehensive questionnaire administered 
to parents in six elementary attendance districts in' Virginia Beach Public - 
Schools. iHe questionnaire was designed to assess parent attitudes toward 
and information about the 45-15 pilot program. Only one section of the • . 
questionnaire was designed to assess parent's knowledge about the 45-15 program 
It is th^ knowledge assessment portion of the questionnaire, that provides the 
bas-is for the present report. 1 • . , 

A* - "-t 

'Charact^isticp of the Information Component 
// of the Virginia B^ach 
45-15 Pilot Project Parent Questionnaire 



• ' TJip .information coirtponent. of the Virginia * Beach 45-15 Pilot Project 
Parent Questionnaire consists of fifteen . (15) modified true- false items-. 
The modifi(^tipn consists of adding the category "uncertain" to, the dich6tomous 
true-false^/ categories. The nature of the data sought indicated that the 

//''■•■" 

selected /foirmat would be the most useful means of collecting information 

j I * - ' * ' 

concemmg parent information'about the 45-15 program.* Personal interviews 
\bould have been desir'afile but; the "cost would have been prohibitive, 

yTThis is a preliminary report. and should not be considered "official".^ 
This/rejport is only a presentation of raw data. What interpretatiori^nd 
analysis areinclu^ed should ^e viitwed by the reader as informed "Speculations- - 
not/scientific findings. The investigator's intent 'jLs-'to" provide school 
dfiicials with as much information as possible in as short a time as. possible. 
It^'is the understanding of Schlechty Associates that the present report will 
\(lt be included as a part of the official evaluation of the 45-15 pilo't 
>toject. Schlechty Associates will incorporate the data presented h^re into 
/a morje-appropriate evaluative format inTa^ forthcoming report (due June 1973). . 



The greatest limltatioo of the 'true- false tt^ is the possibility of 

the respondent guessing^the tight answer, even when he has no^ information. 

^ * ... > c 

Careful construction of each item can minimize the degree to which the 

^ • . • A- -» \ • 

respondent can pick up cO^es which increases the odds of "jguessing right" but 

guessing xan never be completely removed. Parenfca^^responding to the Virginia 

Beach 45-15 Parent Questionnaire were not in a typical test situation however' 

and parents were guaranteed anonymity of response. Thus there were 'few * 

external condltian;5 which would creajte a tendency' for res,pondent8*to gues^ 

at an answer. Guessing was, further.decreased by providing an alternative 

by which respondents could indicate that they, did not feel sufficiently 

confident of the answer to mark either true oi; false. 

The "uncertain" category was inclQded on the assumption that* the addition 
of this category plus the. anonymity oL respdnse^woyld offset most of the 
difficulties guessing creates in the typica^ true-false situation* ' ^ ^ 

Giv^ thet format oL^any of the public information releases issued % 
by school officials, and given the fact that. these releases serve as a b.asis 
for establishing content validity, the format used seemed the^most li'kely ' 
to a^ssure that the^ test would measure -what^was to be required of it« Using 
this format many of. the questions were direct quotes from school public 

^information releases and all the questions were very close paraphrasing from 

I 

^ ' r 

these relea ses, 

' ^ ^ * . ^* • 

One of the purposes of the Virginia Beach 45-15 Parent Attitude Survey 

is to determine Xhe extent to whicli parents have inaccurate information about 

the 45-15 program and the' extfi^nt to which they have little or no information. 

One of the advantages of^ a true-false format is that one usually gets a 

conserva tiue estimate of the amount of misinformation. The fAct that a 

respondent may guess the r^ght answer means, that wrong responses are conservative 



estimates of the degrefe to whicl^a popula tio'n/is misinformed or 'uninform^. ^ 

r Finally, by including the category "uncertain" a-s a possible response 0 

it is possible to get a crude estimate of th^ degree to which parents. feeL 

they do not have adequate information to respond. . ^ * , 

VALIDITY - Every effort was made to assure that the information component 

of the quisstionnair.e ,was valid. Content validi^ty was assured through a, 

careful process of reviewing all public information releases from' the school | 

. ^ / « 

and drawing test items from these sources. Once the items had been constructed, 

they were submitted to a panel of experts who were asked to comment on ea'ch 

item:2 The directions to the panel were generaL^but it was. specifically 

understood that the investigators' primary^ concern was with validity. With 

.one exceptiQTi, all the members of the panel were knowledgeablei^put test 

construction. Using the panel outsideomeasuces of validity w^M) established. 

* • ' ' • - ' c ' " ' ' ' ^^S' • ' " - 

although the nature of the survey and the 45-15 pilot project^pde it ^ 

' " ■ ^ ' ■ /» ■ 

impossible to foll-pw a rigid format^for the-use of expert^ pa^ls. As a ^ 



final check of validity, after, the te^st it^md had beSn dei:e^p.ned, 129 
teachers in the four pilot schools were asked to respoi^d tbfeach itsem and 
to make comments concerning clarity, ambiguity, and compiehensibility, 

' RELIABILITY - The reliajbility, estimate for the ir^lbrnktion component 

"-^ • ^ " . f / ^ 

of the Virginia Beach ^5-15 Pilot Project Parent Que|g|ti^naire wasTderived 

thro.ugh an application of the 4Cuder-Richardson Form^uMi^. The basic Kuder- 

Richardson formula (K-R-20) is: 

^Two of the panql members were knowledgeable about year-round • school 
in general and the Virginia Beach project^in p^ticularA Two^ of the panel 
members were generally knowledgeable about year raund* school although, they 
ha^ no prior knowledge of the Virginia Beach project. 0n6 of the panel 
' members, though expert in test construction, wa^s n6t knowledgeable about 
either year round 4chool or the Virginia Beach) 45-15 pilot project. 



. . / y \ / tf^ - Npo + NrfZo ) > 

WHERE*: N/= Number of items in test 

p = proportion of correct responses to each item in turn (or 
proportion of ^aminees responding in 'the keyed manner) 
^ q « r-p • . ' >. 

T;he K-R 20 is a notably conservative formula for estimating reliability, 
i*e., under .most conditions the K-R 20 will yield a reliability^ coefficient, 
that represents an underestimation. Ir\ addition, reliability e-Stimates tendv^ 
to go down when the number of test items decreases. Short tests are 
recognized to be difficult to construct in a manner that will demonstrate 
reliability. The facts that the K-R 20 forinula is conservative and -the 

information component of the questionnaire is a very short test would suggest 

/ 

that one could expect and accept a relatively low reliability coefficient. 

/In constructing this instrument the investigator was willing to atcept a 

reliability coefficient of 0,:^ as being adequate and permitting considerable 

confidence. The .actual reliability coefficient established for the test 

ranged fron^ .7163 to .7946 for six different- sub-popula tions*^ -. * 

This estimate of reliability along witli careful attention to validity 

suggests that one may sa'^fely place considerable confidence in the results \ 

of the ^ in forma tioJi component of the Virginia Beach 45-15 Pilot Project Parent 

Questionnaire. *• . * , ,/ ^ 

^aken from "J. P. Guilford-, I'svchometrlc;. Mefehods .. McGraw-Hill Book Co., 
New York, 1954, p. 380. . . . • 

^See Table I for a detailed presenta tJLon. . 



^ Characteristics of the Pop(ilation * , • ' 
The populatior^ whose responses provide the basis for this repor^ 
consists of all those parents who had responded to the Virg-i^nia Beach 
45-15 Pilot, Project Parent Questionnaire by March 2, 1973, *0n February 
27, 1973, all the families in the 'four pilot schools (Holland, Windsor 
Woods, Windsor Oaks, and Plaza Elemftnfcary Schools) and 203 families from 
two comparison schools (Lynnhaven and Brookwood Elementary Schools) 
received the Virginia BeacR 45-15 Pilot Project Parent Questionnatr^e.S 

' Due to the request of school , officials tha*t the questionnaire not be 
administered, until <iround March 1, 1973,. at^ tfie further request that an 
ii\terim r-eport cpncerning parent information about the program be submitted 
by Aptil 1, '1973, it is impossible to include* in this report all the cletail 
that might have been possible witj^a less co,ti^tra^tning timfe sch^^dule; In 

-. ■ . ,. . •% 

order to satisfy the requir^ements *of school officials it has been necessary 
to exclude. from thp population subject to this report all those parents who^' 

completed and returned the questionnaire later tharf Friday, March 2,. 1973, 
Actually these limitations are probably *les8 important than it would 

appear, for the r;ate of response during the first week was^exceedingly high. 

Furthermore, the dgta presented here will be analyzed in more detail in a 
'^subsequent report,^ Finally while all the responses from all the parents 

could not. be included in tfiis 'report (the actual cutoff date for including 

^Det^ils concerning sampling proced^ires^ questionnaire administt?ation, 
and overall design will be presented in a forthcoiping report. The present 
report is limited in scope a)nd intended basically as a working document to 
give assistafitce to those officials in the Vi^giniai Beach School System who 
must make immediate policy decisions. It has been understood both by 
Schlechty Associates and Virginia Beach school of ftcials that the present 
report would not be as analytically rigorous or methodologically sophis- 
ticated as will later prese«tat ions, 

^This subsequent report is )d-ue June 15*, \973, 



.• . - 6 

— responses ra„ through March 9, 1973) •' ' 

°' '^o- Parents „ho co„pU„d the ».estio„„ ■ 

' .-n 10% rh^ .Ul "-"""""^ 3 a- March 

tt^toul respo„4,-„ts a„d Uss thaS W/ of ,k 
---^ rhe s„r.„-..„... .,„,,,,„^ J ; ^ 

- .or eh. ■rep.r. 

"ore specifically • 

- parents „ho received a • '"^ 

. received a qucstio„,«ire and ware a part'of 'th, 

--rned the questionnaire. Xhere „as ^ ' • 

tthe lo„est ret„r ■° "^""^ ""-"-l - 

■ ^''"^ and the highest heing' 96V) h t ' 

the rate of ^ °'' '^^^ oveiraU 

of return was amazingly high. ^Even in the ' 
rate Of return was , comparispn schools, the 

return was unusually high (76°/ i n r u 

A total f 1 o ' " Brookwood).7 

^, ^otal of.1.957 parents ccplet.d the questionnai ' 
thereof. Twenty-twon ' ' ' "^Jo'^ Portions 

^ . - ™ returned Blan. „nnai;es. Pive of these 

-"M,estionnaires were fro. the two comparison schools. ^ 
It is the investigator's judgement that -for the nu " 

present report was intend H ' '""^ "'^'^^ '''' 

P^t was intended one can have considerable confid.n 

• Endings are .representative of the 

of the parent population in the six atf. . 
districts Aifh^ u • "-"^ Six attendance 

■ """"'S" ""Sht prefer „ore ti„. to „ake a „o 

aMlysis befor. w • detailed 

y before ^king . 

'H.. the ris. Of error is .ini^i B ' =° '""^^'''"^ 

7 ■ ' ' 

-because the rate of h 

^ . give the subject attention in the June report '"^''at'Sa tor ' s 
•One o^^he'p"r:bSrS/::,'Lrsc'f:^r ^ ^^""^-l =-ent at th- ' 

r ore^-^r::,- '^^^ou^;!x\^^:-^^-^»^arta.^g".^:.^,'^r,p--■ 

thP n...r\ scientist is willi„o tn . 7, "^^'^ ^o^^ "ncl 

usions 

that' hr cienllf,' °""f """^ Polic"™kcrs It " 'f ""P--" • the't 
repo,ted he'r':""^^' analysis presented in .u^ne »1U not'^c^t^idict^.t'Tr" 



Descriptive Statistics ^ 
Table I contains the results of a var{ety of statistical treatments ' 
to which the data ^dnerated by the information portion of the Virginia 
Beach 45-15 Pilot Project Questionnaire were submitted.. Much of this " 
information is presented as items of general information and the details * 
will not be discussed here. There are', however, a number of items which 
appear in* this table that are worth some brief comment. 

As the reader probably noted in the pr-evious section on population 
characteristics, the investigator refrained from making elabt>rate claims 
concerning the ^population, partly due to scholarly precaution and partly 

because the N is so large particularly in the four pilot schools, that 

> A 

< - * 9 

it is difficult to imagine how the purposes of^his report could* be compromised 
by a cri£iclsi^* of nonrepresentativeness*' in the sample! Though more will be 
said about the subject in the June report, the fact is that if the investigator 
had to base even that report on the sample used here he would* be willing to 
assert that there Is little likelihood of sample bias. And the returns of 
questionnaires during the ^second week were sufficiently impressive th^t the 
June report will be even less subject to samp.ling criticisms thah is the 
present one. , - 

In a previous section comment was made upon reli?bil|{ty' estimates. Table , 
I presents a lletailed breakdown of reliability estimates for six separate 
populations. ^ 

But more impt)rtant than these technical, details is what the differences 
in the mean te^t scores between and among schools seem to suggest. There is 
a wide variance b^etween th^ mean of the comparison schools and the four pilot 
schools in some cases this variance being almost a whole standart deviation. 
In Hdtllllon, the variance within <^ach groit]-) differs considerably and ibese 



differences suggest, that .there is more consistency of information within 

* " * i. 

the, pilot school population than within the control school population. 

The fact that the pilot school poqpula tion seems consistently to have 
more information and more kccurate information ccTnc^rning the 45-15 pilot 
program than do^the comparison schools ife confirmed .by the distributions of 
scores within schools' (See Tables II,III,IV,V3^VI,VII) . ' ^ 

,Wh;at tViese basic statistics seem to indicate is t\\at thos^ parents. 
in the pilot cSchool,s' typically are Wre informed' about the 45-15 progr^im 
than are the parents in the comparison schools^ In, part tlife increase 
in information is probably due to the, fact that' the parents^ in the pilpt 
schools are more immediately involved in the 45-15 progratm than are, the 
parents in the comparison schools. 'Indeed theii inunediate involvement .would 
lead them to have more accurate information^alfcJuf certain aspects Of the 
program simply by virtue of "being there."* For example, one would. exj5ect . 
that parents in the pilot schools would be .in a better .position , to repond * 
to a statement like: "Parents have been, notified of the specific attendance 
groups to which their children will be assigned;" <^ 

^There are, in addition, some interesting variations between and, among 
the pilot^ schools . The investigator believes that' it 'would be useful to 
consider these differences. The comparison s<:hools provide only baseline 
data for a long run evaluation of the effect of an operational program and 
can in no way be conceived as a control group for purposes of comparing 

^ r 

differential impacts of an immediate information program. From a policy".* 
point of view it would seem to be immediately m^e important to assess the 
degree to w^ich parents involved^in the program have accurate information 
than how much more or less accurate the information these "^parents have is 
when compared to some less involved group. 
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, ' . Detailed Analysis 
Tables VllI ''through XXII ^present a detailed breakdown of parental 
responses to the information component of the questionnaire. In addition 
to bre'Sking the details down by school, the data have1|lso been .treated 
in terms of another variable,- i.e. , the expressed attitude of the* respondent 5 
toward the 45-15 pilot prbgram. These attituaes could be characterized 
as positive, negative, or uncertain. In the comparison schools approximately 
46.4% of .the total population indicated they were negative toward the 45-15 
program, 21.1% indicated tl^ey were positive toward the program, and 32.3% ' 
indicated they were undecided toward the program. On the other hand, in 
the pilot schools thje stated attitudes of parent's ate considerably different. 
Thtrty-one and four tenths percent (31.47.) indi&te that t^ey are positive 
toward the program.^ 35. ?! indicate they are undecided, and 32.9% indicate 

9 i ■ • ■ ^ 

they, are -negative toward the 45-15 program. 

In discussing differences! between and among schools the investigator 

has avoided discussing statistical sigaif icance . The reason discussions ^ 

of statistical- significance are avoided in the present report are two fold: 

' ^xhese percentage breakdowns are close approximations of parental 
'expressions of attitudes as indicated by all respondents, but the reader 
is cautioned that these figures are based bn pairtial returns and ha^' . .. 
been analyzed only supfer ficially. The investigator is not prepared^ t^ ' • 
say anything at this time- about parent attitudes toward the 45-15 pilot, 
project. The onlj(. reason this variable is treated at all in the present 
report is that social science- researchers agree that the accuracy of infor- 
mation one holds is often shaped by ones attitude towarc^ the subject of 
information. Though it may not be conventional "PR wisdom" to say so, it , 
is the investigator's belief that information' alone will not change negative 
attitudes. It is more, likely that those with negative attitudes will 
distort information in ways that satires their definition of reality. 

L The investigator is not as prone to be concerned about inaccurate 
information or lack of information when inaccuracy appears to be 
systematically a function ol^negative attitude. On the other hand, when ^ 
. individuals. who axe positi^ve or undecided about a program are uninformed 
or'misinformed it may be that some . form of public information program • 
would be helpful. ^ - y 
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First, the incqpaplete nature of^ the questionnaire return, while practically 
unimportant, creates a, condition vhich necessarily violates some .of the 
assumptions i^on which probability statistics \are ba»sed. Therefore, any 
discussion of statistical significance using tne present data in Its 
present form would need to be considered wf th '^xtireme caution. Second, 
the differences observed between and among schools may be,* for* policy 
purpose slavery significa*nt although they may not appear to be statistically 



\ 

A 



significant. Or the observed differences* may be statistically quite 
significant but for all practical purposes of no significance whatsoever. 
Thase who must make policTy concerning public information must ultimately 

H' ' ' ■ ' ' - 

decide whether the differences reported here create the ne^d for action 
and no amount of statistical ma'nipulatlbn will make that decision any 
^;less subjective. ^ > ; ' » . , » 

^ Question ^1 (Table VIII ) - Variations between the four schools in response 
• to this question seem relatively insignificant, Almosjp three quarters of 

the parents indicate understanding that the '45-15 program will increase 
I enrollment capacity. Much of the^misinformatioft concerning , enrollment 
^ capacity seems to be among those parents whose attitude toward the 45-15 
program is negative. One point that might be worfji considering, for some 
reason, the parents in Holland Elementary School who are negative or uncertain 
abou/ the 45-15 program a\so seem to 'l?'e more misinformed or uninformed about 
the effect of the program on school capacity than are other parents. > 

) ■ ■ 

Question 2 (Table IX) - For reasons fhat are^self evident, there is 
considerable uniformity in the paints* ^underistanding of iriforma'tion 
relating to selection of attendance pattern. And once again parents indicate 
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a uniformly high degree of accurate information although tliose who are 
undec*ided in their attitude toward the^^3-15 program evidenced slightly 
more uncertainty iin regard, to the Question/ It might be worth consideriVig * 
the fact that a larger pr6|)or*tion of * those who expressed negative attitudes - 
toward the program had^accUra^te information tjian did those. who expressed ' 
positive attitudes, toward the 45-15 program,* * ' . v * ' 



Question 2 (Table X) - The degree of accurate information regarding this 
question is uniformly and understandably high. Accurate information 
regarding'* this, question seems generally available in the cott\parison schools 
as well As in the pilot schools. \ , n ^ ' 



Question 4 (Taftie XI) - The results ojE parent responses*- to the question of 

whether or not the piloj schools will have ^if coBdftiorilng €eem to point 

to the fact that air conditioning is an issue-of con^sidevaHle-coneerrf to 

^ i / ^ " ' " , 

all parents. Apparently, there is something systematic^ occurring in regard - 

to the air conditioning situation in Holland Elementa^ry, School for the 
pattern of parent response at .Holland is quite different from tHe pattern 
at Plaza or Windsor Woods. The pattern at Windsor Oaks Jiends to d^an toward 
the pattern at Holland. ^ ' 

There seems to be considerable apprehension, concerning air conditiorj^ng 
in the pilot schools. The pattern of response could indi-ca te that parents, 
simply do not have information about air conditioning, but phe- investigator 
has coincidentally picked up some data that suggests that the problem does 
not lie in the area of public information. From responses *by teachers ii| 
some of the schools and from a significant number of ifree responses on the 
parent questionnaire, there seems to be a strong^likelihood that many parents 
fear that the air conditioning provided will be. inadequate or will not work. 
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A number of parents took the time to write notes on the questionnaire ^ 

<k * * 

indicating that, while they were genei*ally positive toward the idea of 
45-15 they would not tolerajte their children being in hot classrooms. 
A>SJ^ently, Some of these parents have had ^ome negative experiences with ■ 
air, conditioning facilities in'Vifginia Beach E-lementary Sch^^o^s. At 
least these parents and ^ome teachers seem to fee 1;^ that $ast experience 
|ias been less than satisfactory and many^are apprehensive concerning 
future experience. 

It i^ not the ta^sk of Schlechty Associates to advise school officials 
on details of the implementation of the 45-l§ program, but it would be 
negligent in the light of the data to fail to'suggcst that there i^ a 
poseibillLy LhaL on inadequate treatment of the air condiLioning^could 
seriously effect parent accep;^tance of tl^e Idea of year round school. 
Clearly, the situation must be handled appropriately at the technical level 
but in the case of any minor technical breakdown school officials would be 
well advised Id give considerable attention to public information tn order 
-to of f siet distortions of fact and harmful rumors . 

Question 5 (Table XII) - This questiofi seems to be a question about which 

there is a considerable amount of uncertainty.-- though little misinformation 

' , ■ i' 

Given the wide variance of accurate information indicated by positive 

\ . ... 
parents, it is likely thai: some of the difference in parent information ha^ 

to do with..dif ferences in public information programs at the building level 

although thereare other possible explanations. At ai^ rate, this^is a 

situation that may be worthy of some consideration and action. - 
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Question 6 (Table XIII ) - There are some^dif ferences between and ^^hnong the 
^ pilot schools in regard t6 responses to thi^s question. On the whole, ' ' * 
however, parents se^m to understand the school boards intention *to 
evaluate the 45-15 program. Whether the High degree of inaccurate 
information ^nd misinformation indicated by negative parents is in fact*the 
result of inaccurate information or misinfoy^mation is a ques£ion of judgement 
It is likely that some* of the negative parents do not know what the school 
board intends to do in regard to evaluation. It is equally likely that 
some of the negative parents know what the school board intends to do hrut , 
doubt that the school board will follow throughi One negative respondent^ 
wrot^^ "The school board has never done or ever will do anythilig intensive/'. 

\ 

Question 7 (Table XIV) - Almost half Qf the parents are misinfolfmed or 

Aininformed opncerning the assignment of teachers. There are some varia^tions , 

between and among schools and as is typical the negative parents are less 

informed than are the polsitive parents.* But even the positive parents 

seem to have a low degree of information concerning this matter. 

i 

% 

Question 8 (Table XV ) - Clearly, the parents are knowledgeable about this 
» — ^— — ^ ^ 

item of information and the fact that they are should not be surprising. 
What is interesting is that on even this matter th^re remain a few parents^ 
who seem to remain uninformed. . * 



Question 9 (Table 2iYI) There seems to be Considerable misunderstanding 
about vacations* In part this apparent misunderstanding may be a reflection 
of the cJiffieulty tlic investigator had in corisLrnctinR a question that would 
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allow the parent to, respond in a fashion that would accurately reflect 
under standii>g. It is likely that the A5-15 summer vacation schedule is 
sufficiently different' from the traditional summer schedule and suffici^gtly 
comp^lex *that there would be no way to assess the parents' understanding- ' * 
of the facts of this situation short of pi^rsonal interviews. '■ 

- It seems 'saf^ to say, however, that summer vacation schedules coqtinu^ 
to be a spurce of concern among all categories' of parents in all schools. 



\ 



Question ID (Table XVII) - There seem to'^be few significant differences 
between and among schools in regard to -specia lized programs, although 
patents who are undecided about ,the ^5-15 program are considerably more' 
uncertain tlvan are the positive parents and only slightly less uncertain ^ 
than are the negative parents. . ' ^ ' \ ' ' 



Qyiesll^on U (Table XVIII )' - The school board's intention to keep family 
units on the same schedule seems to be generally understood by all parents 
and there is amazingly little misunderstanding. 

Question 12 (Table XIX ) - Differences between and among schools in regard to 
this question are probably insignificant. Whether there* is a sufficient 
proportion of the population wha have accurate information is a question 
for judgement by school offic4.als. " 

'I " " ' ' ' •■ 

0uestt6n 13 (Table )Q() - It would appear that there is a considerable amount 
i)f uncertainty anuuiK nil parents In all schools In regard to the duration 

4 

the pilot phflHo or ihv proj»n»"i. Until the investigator Is ul)le lo 
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analyzt data related to pa.rent attitude, it is impossible to' det.ermine- 
vhether this uncertainty has import^int policy implications but one wc^^ld 



think it might. 



Question \k (Table XXI) - The question of t(ie school board's understanding 
o-f the effects of the 45-15 £rogram rf'n school operating costs is a question ' 
which seems to create considerable confusion and indicates a gjreat deal of 
misunderstanding. Indeed, there seems to be more misunderstanding toncerning 
this question than any other single question except question 15 . 

Question 15 ( Table XXII ) - Parents seem to be quite confused ' concerning the 

/ 

possible educational usage of the 15 day vacation cycle. TK^ investigator 

c annpt 'explain why this confusion exists excep^ that school public . informa t ion 

« 

.releasees seem to imply, or at least peirjnit the possibility, that in the 
future there may be some enrichment programs. ' • , , 

* u 

General Discussion 
In general parent responses to the. 45-15 questionnaire indicates that 
parents are well informed about the pxpgram: Apparently, parents in the* 

• - - . . \ r 

Holland Elementary Schoo.l are somewhat Less informed than are the parents 
in the t)ther. three schools although the differences are not dramatic. In 
the June report considerable attention will be given to the relationship 
between attitudes and information. It is the investig^ators hope that this 
preliminary report will provide^ data which will be useful in the interim 
period . ' " - . ' . 
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